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Abstract
Recently, the influence of set ting events upon parent- 
child interactions has emerged as a focus of study. While 
the effects of these set ting events on family relationships 
have been discussed, few researchers have a t t e m p t e d  to 
evaluate s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  the influence of a va r i e t y  of 
setting events on p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions. The purpose of 
this study was to examine a number of potential setting 
events, and to d e termine w hether these setting events covary 
with day to day p a r e n t-child interactions. Subjects were 7 
m o t h e r-child dyads seeking psychological services due to the 
child's oppositional behavior. This study investigated the 
relationship between setting eventB (as measured by the 
Mothers* Activity Checklist and the C o m munity Interaction 
Checklist), and dire ct observation of parent-child 
interactions. The resultB supported the h y p othesis that 
setting events as measured by the MAC and C1C serve as 
predictors of av e r s i v e  mother and ch i l d  behavior. Research 
and clinical implications were discussed.
v
Setting Events and P a r e n t - c h i l d  Interactions:
An A s s e s s m e n t  Study
The focus of study in a p p l i e d  b e h a v i o r  a nalysis 
t y p i c a l l y  has been the inv e s t i g a t i o n  of s t i m u l u s - r e s p o n s e  
p atterns that are cl o s e l y  a s s o c i a t e d  temporally. Recently, 
however, the st u d y  of behavioi— e n v i ronment r e l a t i o n s h i p s  has 
b r o a d e n e d  to include r e l a t i o n s h i p s  b etween tem p o r a l l y
d i s t i n c t  a n t e c e d e n t s  and subsequent behavior. These more 
distal ant e c e d e n t  even ts c o m m o n l y  are referred to as set ting 
events. Bijou & Baer (1961 1 d i s c u s s e d  setting events in 
relation to c h i l d r e n ' s  development. In th eir discus?ion, 
Bijou & Baer d e l i n e a t e d  two types of antecedent events: 
setting events and stimulus events, A c c o r d i n g  to these 
authors, setting events are more com p l e x  than other stimulus 
events. They emp h a s i z e d  v i e w i n g  setting events as 
interac tional yet possibly distant in time from the events 
they effect.
W ahler & Craves (1983) have d i scussed s etting events 
with regard to parent training. In their definition, as 
with Bijou & B a e r ’s, s etting events refer to events or 
en vironmental c o n d i t i o n s  which influence the function of 
later s t i m u l u s - r e s p o n s e  interactions. Exa m p l e s  of such 
set ting even ts include complex c o n d i t i o n s  such as food 
d e p r i v a t i o n  or the presence of a nother person (Wahler & Fox, 
1981). The effects of such setting events on later b e h a v i o r  
is illustrated by a study c o n d u c t e d  by Krantz & Ri s l e y
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(1977), Th e s e  authors found that quiet play served as a 
setting event for later b e h a v i o r  in preschoolers. In this 
study, Krantz & R i s l e y  found that ch i l d  a t t e n t i o n  in a group  
a c tivity could be increased by s c h e d u l i n g  a quiet play 
session prior to the group activity.
The influence of setting even ts on s u b sequent 
p a r e n t-child i n t e ractions has re c e n t l y  emerged an impo rtant 
topic of study. In this body of research, setting events 
are con s i d e r e d  to be more c omplex than the pre s e n c e  of a 
single stimulus. Consequently, Wahler k Fox (1981) have 
r e c o mmended that setting even ts be m e a s u r e d  on a more molar 
level than is t y pically don e in ap p l i e d  b e h a v i o r  analysis. 
Th ese authors suggest that setting events i n i tially be 
studied as "global entities". More fine gr ain ana l y s e s  are 
w a r ranted only af t e r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a functional r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between a setting va r i a b l e  and subsequent 
behavior-envi ronment. interactions .
Wahler has provided examples of this mo l a r  ap p r o a c h  to 
set ting events. He and his c o l l e a g u e s  have con d u c t e d 
several st udies which e x plored the e ffects of mothers' 
e x t r a - f a m i 1 i a 1 social contacts on m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions 
and parent training outcome (Dumas, 1986; Dumas k Wahler, 
1983; Wahler, 1980; Wahler k Afton, 1983; W a h l e r  & Craves, 
1983). These studies have indicated that maternal 
insularity (i.e., mo t h e r s  "whose day to day social c ontacts 
are few and/or aversive" [p. 218, Wahler, 19801) and low
so c i o e c o n o m i c  status are a s s o c i a t e d  with a v e r s i v e  
p a r e n t - c h i l d  i n t e ractions and a poor p r o g n o s i s  in parent 
tra i n i n g .
In W a h l e r ' s  (1980) study, o b s e r v a t i o n a l  d a t a  on 
m o t h e r - c h i l d  i n t e r actions were o b tained in the home.
S u b j e c t s  in this study w e r e  18 m o t h e r - c h i l d  dy a d s  with 
s o c i o e c o n o m i c  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a s s o c i a t e d  with insularity 
(low income, low level of education, and r e s i d e n c e  in high 
crime areas). The home o b servers used a standardized, 
obs e r v a t i o n a l  coding system to record p a r e n t - c h i l d  
behavior. The m o t h e r s ’ social int e r a c t i o n s  w e r e  a s sessed 
us ing the C o m m u n i t y  Interaction Checklist, This m easure 
requires m o t h e r s  to identify all e x t r a - f a m i l i a l  social 
interactions engaged in during the 24 hours p r e c e d i n g  direct 
o b s e r v a t i o n  of m o t h e r - c h i l d  interaction. M o t h e r s  were asked 
to c a t e g o r i z e  with whom they spoke, the i n i tiator of the 
contact, and the degree to which they enj o y e d  the 
interaction (7 = bad to 1 = good). C o r r e l a t i o n a l  analyses 
b e t w e e n  the s e l f -report and o b s e r v a t i o n a l  m e a s u r e s  revealed 
that the n u m b e r  of pos i t i v e  (friendship) interactions 
e x p e rienced by the mo t h e r s  was an inversely related to 
a v ersive p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions. That is, on days in 
which mot h e r s  reported friend c o n t a c t s  as 80% of their 
extra-fa m i l i a l  contacts, few m o t h e r - c h i l d  p r o b l e m s  were 
experienced. Conversely, on days marked by low p r o p ortions 
of friend contacts, more a v e r s i v e  m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions
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w e r e  noted. The findings s uggest that the mothers* 
e x tra-familial social co n t a c t s  d i r e c t l y  i n f l u e n c e d  their 
p at t e r n s  of interaction with their chi l d r e n  at home. That 
iB, the mothers' i n t e r actions with adults served as setting 
events for interactions with he r  children.
In a very s imilar study, Dumas (1986) found that 
m others wer e more likely to engage in ave r s i v e  int e r a c t i o n s  
wit h their ch i l d r e n  on days w h e n  they had t h e m s e l v e s  engaged 
in a high pro p o r t i o n  of a v e r s i v e  interactions. Furthermore, 
both Wahler (19801 and Wahler 4 Afton (1983) found that 
al t h o u g h  insular m others b e n e f i t t e d  from parent training in 
terms, of impro ved p a r e n t - c h i l d  interac tions, they did not 
c o n s i s t e n t l y  m a i n t a i n  these benefits. Once the therapist 
sto pped making de m a n d s  on the mo t h e r s  (termination of 
treatment), the mo t h e r s  ceased to implement the par e n t i n g  
t e c hniques they had been taught. Alt h o u g h  these r esults are 
important with regard to the p a r e n t - c h i l d  relationship, 
Wahler and his colleagues' research has e x a m i n e d  only an 
isolated aspect of the p a r e n t s ’ pr o b l e m  -- insularity. 
Further, his s e l f - r e p o r t  me a s u r e  of ex tra-fami 1 ial contact 
has not been v a lidated nor has it been standardized.
Pa tterson (1982) also has ex p l o r e d  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between unp l e a s a n t  setting events and p a r e n t - c h i l d  
interactions. P a t t e r s o n  me a s u r e d  these unp l e a s a n t  events 
using the Family Crises Checklist, which c o n t a i n e d  
interpersonal and n o n - i n t e r p e r s o n a l  items of an a v e r s i v e
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nature c o mmonly exp e r i e n c e d  by mothers. This c h ecklist was 
c o m pleted daily by five d i s t r e s s e d  families p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in 
an extended b a s e l i n e  study and ei g h t  n o n - d i s t r e s s e d  
families, The results i n dicated that normal 
{n o n - d i s t r e s s e d ) families reported from two to nine 
relatively m i n o r  crises per wee k (M = 4.75/week), whereas 
d i s tressed families reported daily me a n s  of 1.6 to 5.55 
crises. The mothers in the b a s e l i n e  study c o mpleted 
c h e c k l i s t s  that e v aluated their mood at the same time that 
they filled out the crisis checklist. The limited use of 
this checklist with these families revealed that the 
m o t h e r s ’ mood g e n e r a l l y  c o - v a r i e d  with increased instances 
of cris es and coe r c i v e  e x changes with their children. Thus, 
Pat t e r s o n ' s  data suggest that a r e l a t i o n s h i p  exists between 
m o t h e r s ’ mood, interactions with their children, and 
u n p leasant events.
P a t t e r s o n ’s checklist is mo r e  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  than 
W a h l e r ’B C o m m u n i t y  Interaction Ch e c k l i s t  b ecause it 
encompasses a variety of family pr o b l e m s  (rather than 
e x c l usively social interaction). P a t t e r s o n ’s measure, 
however, co n t a i n s  only u n p l e a s a n t  events; no pleasurable 
activities are included in this checklist. In addition, it 
seems that this c h ecklist was not g e n e r a t e d  by subjects, but 
rather by P a t t e r s o n  and his staff. Like W a h l e r ’s measure, 
P a t t e r s o n ’s c h e cklist has not been s t a n d a r d i z e d  and was not 
e m p i r i c a l l y  developed.
Al t h o u g h  both P a t t e r s o n  and Wahler have identified 
specific types of a versive ev e n t s  which may i ncrease or 
covary with c o e r c i v e  m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions, it may be 
that there are individual d i f f e r e n c e s  in the type of stimul 
which pr o d u c e  these effects. Fu rey & F o rehand (1984) have 
provided s upport for a more i d i o graphic a n a l y s i s  of se tting 
events. In this study, the au t h o r s  used four pre d i c t o r 
variables to investigate factors c o n t r i b u t i n g  to maternal 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  with their children. Th e s e  p r e d i c t o r  variable 
may be thought of as se tting events for maternal 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  with her child. Two c l i n i c - r e f e r r e d  c h ildren 
and their m others served as s u b j e c t s . The p r e d i c t o r  
v ariables in this study were 1) The Daily C h i l d  B ehavior 
Checklist (DCBC), 2) the D e p r e s s i o n  A d jective Checklist 
(D A C L 1 , 3) the Spouse Interaction Checklist, and 4) The 
Probes of Health Problems, The DCBC is a 6 5 - i t e m  chec klist 
d e v e l o p e d  by Furey it Forehand (1983) to assess the 
o c c u r r e n c e / n o n o c c u r r e n c e  of child b e h a v i o r s  during the 
p r e ceding 24 hour period. Both pleasing and d i s p l e a s i n g  
beh a v i o r s  are included in this checklist, and from it three 
scores are derived: total of ple a s i n g  behaviors, total of 
d i s p l e a s i n g  behaviors, and total c h i l d  b ehavior score 
(pleasing minus displeasing). The DACL is an adj e c t i v e 
c h ecklist d e s i g n e d  by Lubin (1954) which is a v a i l a b l e  in 
seven alt e r n a t e  forms. Mo t h e r s  c o m p l e t e d  a d i f f e r e n t  form 
of the DAC L each day. The S p o u s e  Interaction C h e c k l i s t
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consists of two mea s u r e s  d e s i g n e d  by W a h l e r  (1979) which  
examined the amount of time mo t h e r s  spend wit h their spouse 
d uring the previous 24 hour period and the nature of these 
interactions. Finally, the PHP (Furey & Forehand, 1982) is 
49-item c h e c k l i s t  c o v e r i n g  seven h e a l t h - r e l a t e d  areas. Each 
health pr o b l e m  is rated as either mild, m o d e r a t e  or Bevere. 
The c r i t e r i o n  me a s u r e  in this study was a o n e-item 
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  e x amining the m o t h e r ' s  sat i s f a c t i o n  with her 
child using a 7 point scale. During assessment, treatment, 
and p o s t - t r e a t m e n t  phases, mothers c o m p l e t e d  the m easures  
daily. Results indi cated that for the two mothers, ratings 
of s a t i sfaction with their child were p r e d i c t e d  by different 
types of setting events. For one mother, marital 
s a t i s faction and child b e havior ratings p r edicted 
s a t i s f a c t i o n  with her child, while for the other, daily 
heal th rat ings co m b i n e d  with ratings of child b e h a v i o r  
predicted satisfaction. Thus, this Btudy d e m o n s t r a t e d  that 
factors a f fecting mothers' s a t i s f a c t i o n  with their c h ildren 
may vary c o n s i d e r a b l y  from one m o t h e r  to the next.
Although Furey & F o r e h a n d ’s (1984) study was innovative 
in that it examined a number of potential factors aff e c t i n g 
sa tisfaction, there are limitations to this type of 
approach. In order to examine a variety of setting events, 
many d i f f e r e n t  instr uments must be used, which may be 
c u m b e r s o m e  and time consuming. In addition, Furey & Forehand 
co llected only self-report data; this study did not employ
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direct o b s e r v a t i o n  of m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions.
While P a t t e r s o n  (1982), W a h l e r  (1980), and Furey & 
Forehand (1984) have made n o t e w o r t h y  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  to the 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of setting events and p a r e n t - c h i l d  
interactions, the i n s t r u m e n t a t i o n  use d to m e a s u r e  these 
events are u n s o p h i s t i c a t e d  in several areas. N either the 
C o m m u n i t y  Int e r a c t i o n  C h e c k l i s t  nor the Family Crises 
Checklist are s t a n d a r d i z e d  or validated, and both are 
somewhat n a r r o w  in scope. W a h l e r  and his c o l l e a g u e s  have 
focused e x c l usively on insularity, while P a t t e r s o n  has 
focused only on unp l e a s a n t  setting e v e n t s . Al t h o u g h  Furey & 
Forehand (1984) included a number of potential setting 
e vents in their study, each var i a b l e  was m e a s u r e d 
individually using a separate instrument. This a pproach 
wo u l d  be too cum b e r s o m e  to use with a large n u m b e r  of 
variables. In addition, Furey & For e h a n d ' s  study did not 
obtain observational data of m o t h e r - c h i l d  i n t e r actions to 
c o n f i r m  the results of their s e l f -report data.
In response to these m e t h o d o l o g i c a l  problems, K e l l e y  & 
Carper (in press) d e v e l o p e d  a single m easure that taps a 
number of pl e a s a n t  and unpleasant a c t i v i t i e s  e x p e r i e n c e d  by 
mothers. This instrument may be more useful for examining 
maternal act i v i t i e s  which may serve as setting events for 
subsequent m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions. The M o t h e r s ’ A c t i v i t y  
C h e c k l i s t  (MAC) is a 100 item c h e c k l i s t  c o n s i s t i n g  of 50 
pleasant and 50 u n p l e a s a n t  activities. The items on the MAC
cover va r i e t y  of interp ersonal and n o n - i n t e r p e r s o n a l  topics 
and include items on interactions and a c t i v i t i e s  with one's 
spouse, friends, relatives, and children, hobbies, work, 
me c hanical breakdowns, and illness as well as ot h e r  topics. 
Exa m p l e s  of pleasant items included c o m p l i m e n t i n g  someone, 
spe n d i n g  ex tra time with m y  spouse, having p r i v a c y  or time 
for myself, and p r e p a r i n g  a good meal. U n p l e a s a n t  items 
included having to pay an e x p e n s i v e  bill, having my spouse 
ignore me when 3 am talking, having too much to do, and 
h e a r i n g  my child cry.
This m e a s u r e  was e m p i r i c a l l y  d e veloped and va l i d a t e d  
using several pop u l a t i o n s  of mothers. In the first phase o 
development, a large pool of pleasant and u n p leasant items 
were g e n e r a t e d  by mothers. In the second phase, the 
frequency and v a l e n c e  of r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  items obtained 
during the first ph ase were rated by a new group of 
mothers. Items were then eli m i n a t e d  ba s e d  on low 
reliability and frequency. In the final phase, the me a s u r e  
was c r o s s - v a l i d a t e d  with a new p o p u l a t i o n  of mothers. In 
addition, this phase was c o n d u c t e d  to d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  
mothers' SES or clinical status was ass o c i a t e d  wit h 
d i f f e r e n c e s  in responding. The results indicated that the 
Beales were int e r n a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  and p s y c h o m e t r i c a l 1y 
sound. No SES d i f f e r e n c e s  were found, wh i c h  is somewhat 
sur p r i s i n g  given the number of unp l e a s a n t  events thought to 
be e x p e r i e n c e d  by lower SES mot h e r s  (Wahler, 1980). For
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example, it was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that be c a u s e  they have less 
money, lower SES families would hav e more p r o b l e m s  with 
mechanical b r e a k d o w n s  (i.e. car, applia nces) and als o more  
problems with o b t a i n i n g  material goods (i.e. food, 
clothing). The results of this st udy suggest that factors 
other than u n p l e a s a n t  events per Be may be r e l a t e d  to low 
income mothers' poor pro g n o s i s  in parent training.
However, Ke l l e y  & Carper did find s i g n i f i c a n t  
d i f f e r e n c e s  be t w e e n  clinical and nonclinical subjects; 
clinical m others e x p e r i e n c e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more unpleasant 
events and r eported pleasant events as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less 
positive than did nonclinical mothers. Thus, mo t h e r s  who 
reported having a number of b e h a v i o r  problems wit h their 
child were more likely to en d o r s e  pleasant items as less 
pleasant and more likely to e x p e r i e n c e  a g reater number of 
unpleasant events than nonclinical mothers. These findings 
were m a i n t a i n e d  even after the child items (those items 
relating d i r e c t l y  to events d e a l i n g  with children) were 
omitted from the analyses.
The results of the studies rev i e w e d  thus far suggest 
that setting events are c l e a r l y  important to p a r e n t - c h i l d  
interactions, and to t r eatment outcome. Furey and 
F o r e h a n d ’s (1984) study supports the notion that setting 
events appear to influence b e h a v i o r  in mot h e r s  wh o  are 
nei t h e r  ins ular nor e c o n o m i c a l l y  disadvantaged. These 
authors als o d e m o n s t r a t e d  that setting events affect mo t h e r s
other than those c h a r a c t e r i z e d  as insular. The results of 
Car p e r  & K e l l e y ’s r e search d e m o n s t r a t e d  that u n p l e a s a n t  
events were e x p e r i e n c e d  mo r e  fre quently by mo t h e r s  whose 
chi l d r e n  e x h i b i t e d  b e h a v i o r  problems. However, this study 
found no SFS d i f f e r e n c e s  with respect to f r equency of 
pleasant or u n p l e a s a n t  events. The research done by Furey 
For e h a n d  and K e l l e y  & C a r p e r  have p r ovided a great deal of 
information r e garding the r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  m o t h e r s ’ 
reported e x p e r i e n c i n g  of pl e a s a n t  and unpleasant a c t ivities 
(setting events) and their interactions with their 
children. However, there are gaps in the literature; 
earlier studies (Patterson, 1982; Wahler, 1980) have used 
instruments which were not e m p i r i c a l l y  d e v e l o p e d  or 
validated. Kelley & Carper (in press) have d e v e l o p e d  an 
e m p i r i c a l l y  con structed, p s y c h o m e t r i c a l 1y sound me a s u r e  of 
m o t h e r s ’ pleasant and unp l e a s a n t  events; however, the 
measure has not been used to s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  investigate 
set ting events and obs e r v e d  p a r e n t - c h i l d  i n t e r actions on a 
day to day basis. Thus, the r e l a t i o n s h i p  bet w e e n  a variety 
of maternal p l e a s a n t / u n p l e a s a n t  even ts and o b served 
mot h e r - c h i l d  interactions has not been examined. The 
present study was c o n d u c t e d  to a ddress this research 
ques t i o n .
This study was de s i g n e d  to investigate the relat ionshi 
between a va r i e t y  of mothers* reported setting events and 
observed p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions. The pu r p o s e  of this
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study was to d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  these Bet ting events covary 
with day to day p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions. This was done by 
e x a m i n i n g  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  b etween the MAC, W a h l e r ’s 
C o m m u n i t y  I n t e raction Checklist, and direct o b s e r v a t i o n s  of 
m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions. The MAC allowed us to 
investigate the role of a number of maternal act i v i t i e s  on 
m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions, e x t e n d i n g  Furey & F o r ehand's 
(1984) work. The use of the C o m m u n i t y  Interaction C h e cklist 
all o w e d  us to examine the r e l a t i o n s h i p  bet w e e n 
extra-fami 1 i a 1 interactions and m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions. 
This aspect of the study can be con t r a s t e d  with that of 
Wahler (1980), wh o  e xamined the corr e l a t i o n  between 
e x t r a - f a m i 1 i a 1 interactions and m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions.
In order to further examine the types of ch ild behavior 
problems e x p e r i e n c e d  by clinical mothers, this study also 
uti l i z e d  the Da i l y  Child Be h a v i o r  C h e cklist (Furey &■ 
Forehand, 1983). In this way, it was pos s i b l e  to examine 
the impact of m o t h e r s ’ da i l y  p l easant and u n p l e a s a n t  events, 
m o t h e r s ’ interpersonal interactions, and reports of daily 
child b e h a v i o r  problems on m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions. In 
particular, the following primary h y p o t h e s e s  were tested:
1. It was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that a r e l a t i o n s h i p  would be 
found b etween m o t h e r s ’ scores on the MAC and o b served  
pa r e n t - c h i l d  interactions. In particular, it was pr e d i c t e d  
that a higher proportion of unp l e a s a n t  to p l easant events 
would oc c u r  on those days marked by a high p r o p o r t i o n  of
ne g a t i v e  par e n t - c h i l d  interactions.
2. It was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that a r e l a t i o n s h i p  would be 
found between mothers' extra-familial c o n t a c t s  and 
p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions such that on days c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by 
a high pro p o r t i o n  of ple a s a n t  e x t r a - f a m i l i a l  interactions, 
more pleasant p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions would be observed; 
conversely, it was pr e d i c t e d  that on days in wh i c h  mot hers 
reported a low pro p o r t i o n  of pleasant e x t r a - f a m i 1 i a 1 
interactions, more neg a t i v e  p a r e n t - c h i l d  i n t e r a c t i o n s  would 
be observed.
3. It was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that the nature of o b served 
p a r e n t-ihiId interactions can be p r e d i c t e d  by results 
obtained on the MAC, the DCB C and the C1C, It was further 
h y p o t h e s i z e d  that the MAC would be a b e t t e r  p r edictor of 
p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions than the CIC.
Finally, the following s e c o n d a r y  h y p o t h e s e s  were 
t e s t e d :
4. It was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that reported ch ild behavior as 
mea s u r e d  by the DCBC would c o r r e l a t e  p o s i t i v e l y  with 
observed child behavior.
5. It was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that pleasant and unpleasant  
events reported on the MAC would be c o r r e l a t e d  with pleasing 
and d i s p l e a s i n g  totals reported on the DCBC,
Me t h o d
S u bjects
Sub j e c t s  were 7 m o t h e r - c h i l d  dyads m e e t i n g  2 criteria: 
a) they were s eeking psyc h o l o g i c a l  services due to their 
c h i l d ' s  oppositional behavior, but had not be g u n  treatment, 
and b) the m others r e ported intensity scores of gr e a t e r  than 
127 and pr o b l e m  scores of greater than 11 on the Eyberg 
Child B e h a v i o r  Inventory (EBCI). The c u t o f f  scores for the 
ECBI were those rec o m m e n d e d  by Eyberg fc Ross (1978). There 
was no e x c l u s i o n  c riteria r e g arding families' s o c i o e c o n o m i c  
status, marital status, or race; however, an effort was made 
to obtain a gr o u p  of subjects who wer e eq u a l l y  d i s t r i b u t e d  
across these variables. All families were from lower to 
middle s o c i o e c o n o m i c  groups. Table 1 includes further 
d e s c r i p t i v e  information ab out these families. W r i t t e n  
consent was obt a i n e d  from the parent r e garding their own 
par t i c i p a t i o n  and the p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of their child. Parents 
were als o given a com p l e t e  oral d e s c r i p t i o n  of the study. 
M e asures
Eyb e r g  C h i ld B e h a v i o r  I n v e n t o r y . The ECBI was used to 
e s tablish the clinical status of the family as stated 
above. The EBCI is a 3 6-item c h e cklist of beh a v i o r  p roblems  
often reported by parentB of c hildren with c onduct 
problems. The instrument yields scores i n d icating both the 
numb er of items that are endorsed as p r o b l e m a t i c  and
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Table 1.
D e s c r i p t i v e  Info r m a t i o n  for Subject Families
Age of Sex of I n tensity and N u m b e r  of
T a r g e t  Target P r o b l e m  Scor es C h i l d r e n 
Fa m i l y  * Chi Id Ch ild on ECBI_____  in F a m i l y  Race
1 7 female 157 21 2 w
2 3 male 154 22 2 w
3 10 male 168 23 3 w
4 6 male 203 34 3 w
5 5 male 135 21 2 w
6 11 male 132 13 2 w
i 7 male 157 24 2 V
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f r e quency of the problems identified. F r e q u e n c y  ratings are 
s ummed to yield an ove rall b e h a v i o r  i n tensity score while 
number of pro b l e m s  i d e n t i f i e d  are summed to yield a total 
pr o b l e m  score. This me a s u r e  has been d e m o n s t r a t e d  as a 
r e liable and valid m e a s u r e  of b e h a v i o r  p r o b l e m s  with 2 to 16 
year old c h i l d r e n  (Eyberg & Ross, 1978; Eyberg & Robinson, 
1983; Robinson, Eyberg, & Ross, 1980). (See A p p e n d i x  A).
The f o llowing m e asures were a d m i n i s t e r e d  d u r i n g  each 
o b s e r v a t i o n a l  session;
Mothers* Ac t i v i t y  C h e c k l i s t . The MAC is a 100 item 
c h e cklist c o n s i s t i n g  of 50 pleasant and 50 u n p l e a s a n t 
act i v i t i e s  d e v e l o p e d  by C a r p e r  & Kelley (1988) to asse ss a 
va r i e t y  of maternal pl e a s a n t  and unpleasant events. The MAC 
as used in this study will be d e s i g n e d  for da i l y  use; for 
each of the 100 items, m o t h e r s  indicated w h e t h e r  or not that 
a c t i v i t y  oc c u r r e d  within the last 24 hours. If the item did 
occur, she was asked to rate the item with respect to 
val e n c e  us ing a 7 point Likert scale: 1 = very unpleasant, 4
= neutral, 7 = very pleasant. (See A p p e n d i x  B). The MAC 
yields four scores: daily f r e q u e n c y  of u n p l e a s a n t  and 
pleasant events (derived by summing the n e g a t i v e  or positive 
items endorsed for that day), and daily v a l e n c e  of 
unp l e a s a n t  and pleasant events (derived by s u m m i n g  valences 
of the n e g a t i v e / p o s i t i v e  items and d i v i d i n g  by the total 
frequency). This m e a s u r e  has been d e m o n s t r a t e d  to be highly 
reliable with regard to internal c o n s i s t e n c y  (Kelley A
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Carper, in press).
C o m m u n i t y  Int e r a c t i o n  C h e c k l i s t . The CIC was dev e l o p e d  
by Wahler, Leske, & Rogers (1979) as a s e l f - r e p o r t  me a s u r e  
of da i l y  social interactions. This m e a s u r e  serves as a 
me ans of p r o m p t i n g  parent recall of social i n t e r actions with 
n o n - f a m i l y  m embers over the past 24 hours. The m others were 
asked to recall her social c o n t a c t s  within the frame of 
several categories: identity of the person (friend, kinfolk,
h e l p i n g  agency), initiator of the contact, where and when 
the c ontact took place, the nature of the conversation, 
w h e t h e r  or not either party was critical d u r i n g  the 
interaction, and the v alence of the interaction on a 
+3(good) to a -3(bad> scale. In addition, the m o t h e r  was 
asked to est i m a t e  the total number of ho urs (excluding 
sleep) during which she had c a r e t a k i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  for 
the child. (See A p pendix C). This mea s u r e  has been 
d e m o n s t r a t e d  to covary with c o e r c i v e  p a r e n t - c h i l d  
interactions (Wahler, 1980; Dumas, 1986). Us i n g  item 
valence as a d e t e r m i n a t o r , items were c l a s s i f i e d  as positive 
or negative. The scores used in this Btudy were the 
frequencies of e x t r a - f a m i l i a l  i n t e r actions wi t h i n  each 
c a t e g o r y .
Daily Ch i l d  Beh a v i o r  C h e c k l i s t . The DCBC is 6 5 - i t e m  
p a r e n t - r e p o r t  c h e c k l i s t  d e v e l o p e d  by Furey It Forehand 
(1983). This me a s u r e  is d e s i g n e d  to assess the 
o c c u r r e n c e / n o n o c c u r r e n c e  of ch i l d  b e h a v i o r s  d u r i n g  the
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p r e c e d i n g  24 hour period. The me a s u r e  c ontains 22 pleasing 
child behaviors, 29 d i s p l e a s i n g  ch ild behaviors, and 14 
shared a c t i v i t i e s  between the parent and the child. This 
measure yiel ds 2 scores: a neg a t i v e  beh a v i o r  total (obtained 
by  summing all of the n e g a t i v e  child items e n d o r s e d  by the 
mother) and a po s i t i v e  b e h a v i o r  total (obtained by summing 
all of the po s i t i v e  child items). Va l i d i t y  and reli a b i l i t y  
dat a indicate that the mea s u r e  has acc e p t a b l e  content, 
discriminant, and c o n current validity and tegt-retest 
r el i a b i l i t y  (Furey ft Forehand, 1983). (See Appendix D).
Family Interaction Coding S y s t e m . The FICS iB a 
12-category o bservational code based on the S t a n d a r d i z e d  
O b s e r v a t i o n  Codes d e v eloped by Wahler, House, ft Stambaugh  
(1976). The cat e g o r i e s  represent a variety of child, 
s ibling and parent b e haviors which may serve as stimulus 
input for the c hild's actions. The code includes the 
f o l lowing ch i l d  categories: compliance, n o n c o m p l i a n c e , child 
a t t e n t i o n  (neutral or p o s i t i v e ) , ch ild a t tention (negative), 
and child av e r s i v e  behavior. P a r e n t / s i b l i n g  cat e g o r i e s  
include: present, p a r e n t / s i b l i n g  a t t e n t i o n  (neutral or 
positive), p a r e n t / s i b l i n g  a t t e n t i o n  ( n e g a t i v e ) , instruction 
(n o n a v e r s i v e ), instruction (aversive), time out and response 
cost. For a com p l e t e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of each category, see 
A p pendix E. I n t e r actions were coded using a 15-second  
con t i n u o u s  time sampling procedure. Intervals were 
a n n o u n c e d  to the o b server by earphone using a p r e r ecorded
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a u d i o t a p e .
A nalyses for this study involved the f o r mation of four 
behavioral c a t e g o r i e s  by c o l l a p s i n g  across like categories. 
Av e r s i v e  M o t h e r  Beh a v i o r  inc l u d e d  the cat e g o r i e s  of parent 
a t t e n t i o n  (negative), and instruction (aversive) each time 
they were scored for the mother. A v e r s i v e  Ch i l d  B ehavior 
included the c a t e g o r i e s  of n o n c o m p l i a n c e  (to mother), child 
a t tention (negative) d i r e c t e d  towa rd the mother, and child 
a versive behavior. P o s itive M o t h e r  Beh a v i o r  included the 
c a t e g o r y  of parent a t t ention (positive) for mother, and 
P o s itive C hild B e h a vior included com p l i a n c e  and child 
attention (positive) di r e c t e d  toward the mother. Session 
totals for each of the four b e h a v i o r  c a t egories were 
calculated by summing the number of times each b ehavior 
occ u r r e d  wi t h i n  a single session.
Pro c e d u r e
Intake I n t e r v i e w . An initial interview with each 
mother was c o n d u c t e d  to d e t e r m i n e  the type of child b ehavior 
problems she is experiencing, and when these problems are 
most likely to occur. The interview was c o n d u c t e d  in a 
clinic setting, at the LSU Psy c h o l o g i c a l  Services Center. 
Based on the inform ation obtained d u r i n g  this interview, 
obs e r v a t i o n  times were e s t a blished during those periods of 
time when b e h a v i o r  problems were most likely to occur. At 
this time, the mo t h e r s  c o m p l e t e d  the E C B I .
O b s e r v a t ional S e s s i o n s . Each family was o b served in
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their homes at a p r e - a r r a n g e d  time. F a m i l i e s  were o b served  
on 12 s eparate o c c a s i o n s  over a 4 to 5 week period. All 
m e a s u r e s  wer e o b t a i n e d  by trained u n d e r g r a d u a t e  o b s ervers  
unf a m i l i a r  with the purpose of the study. D u r i n g  the first 
30 minutes of each o b s e r v a t i o n a l  s e s s i o n , a trained ob s e r v e r  
m o n i t o r e d  the family's i n t e ractions us ing the Family 
Interaction Coding System. During each observation, the 
following con d i t i o n s  were met:
1. M others were in structed to interact with their ch ild as
they n ormally wo u l d  at that time of day, and to go about
their normal act i v i t i e s  (such as cooking dinner) so that the 
setting would be as realistic as possible, while pro v i d i n g  
an o p p o r t u n i t y  for n o n c o m p l i a n c e  to occur. For example, 
mothers were d i s c o u r a g e d  from dev o t i n g  an e x c e s s i v e  amount 
of o n e - o n - o n e  att e n t i o n  to their child.
2. Mothers were asked to give at least 5 i n s t r uctions to 
the target ch i l d  d u r i n g  the o b s e r v a t i o n  so that rates of 
c o m p l i a n c e / n o n c o m p l i a n c e  co uld be assessed.
3. All family m embers were to be inside the house,
4. N o nfamily mem b e r s  were not present.
5. The obs e r v e r  was able to see the target child and hear 
the mother at all times.
6. The television set was turned off d u r i n g  the obs e r v a t i o n  
p e r i o d .
E x c l u s i o n a r y  C r i t e r i a . O b s e r v e r s  d e t e r m i n e d  du r i n g  
each o b s e r v a t i o n  if the above con d i t i o n s  were met. If
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d u r i n g  any o b s e r v a t i o n  the c o n d i t i o n s  were not met, the 
o b s e r v a t i o n  wo uld have been e x cluded from analysis; however, 
this was not n e c e s s a r y  in the course of this Btudy.
O b s e r v e r s  were seated in the room with the family; 
intervals were a n n o u n c e d  to the o bserver by ear p h o n e  us ing a 
p r e r e c o r d e d  audiotape. All family members were enc o u r a g e d  
not to speak to the o b server at any time during the 
30-minute obse r v a t i o n a l  phase; however, o b s e r v e r s  wer e 
a llowed to interact with family members before and af ter the 
observation. O b s e r v e r s  wer e i n s tructed to ref r a i n  from 
com m e n t i n g  on any parent or ch ild behavior, and to defer all 
q u e stions the family might have about such b e h a v i o r  to the 
therapi s t .
F o llowing the observational period, the o b s e r v e r 
a d m i n i s t e r e d  the C o m m u n i t y  Interaction Q u e s t i o n n a i r e  to the 
m other in an interview format. She was as ked to recall all 
of her extr a - f a m i l i a l  interactions during the p r e ceding 24 
hours. With regard to the interaction, she was as ked to 
give information about the identity of the person, initiator 
of the contact, wh e r e  and whe n the contact took place, the 
n a t u r e  of the contact, wh e t h e r  or not either pa rty was 
critical, and the va l e n c e  of the interaction. F o llowing the 
c om p l e t i o n  of the CIC, the mother c o mpleted the Mothers* 
A c t i v i t y  C h e cklist regarding her act i v i t i e s  over the 
p r eceding 24 hours, and the Daily Child B e h a v i o r  Checklist 
based on child b e h a v i o r  occ u r r i n g  in the past 24 hours.
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M e a s u r e m e n t  R e l i a b i l i t y
R e l i a b i l i t y  of the F a m i l y  I n t e r a c t i o n  Coding System was 
cl o s e l y  monitored. All m easures were taken by  u n d e r g r a d u a t e  
observers, who u n d e r w e n t  an e x t e n s i v e  two week training 
session. At the end of this two week session, o b s e r v e r s ’ 
r e l i ability was tested against a p r e -scored videotape. 
O b s e r v e r s  were a s s i g n e d  to family o b s e r v a t i o n s  only when 
they o b t a i n e d  overall a g r e e m e n t  of 80% with the precoded 
videotape. F o llowing assignment, o b s e r v e r s  c o n t i n u e d  to 
meet weekly to review code d e f i n i t i o n s  to prevent observer 
drift. In addition, each o b s e r v e r ' s  rel i a b i l i t y  was checked 
a p p r o x i m a t e l y  once a week when he or she was visited in the 
family set ting by one of two r e l i a b i l i t y  observers.
M e a s u r e s  of session reliability, which were based on 
s ession totals of each b e h a v i o r  cluster, wer e c a l c u l a t e d  for 
all r e l i a b i l i t y  sessions; they ranged from .72 to 1.00. 
M e a s u r e s  of i n t e r v a l - b y - i n t e r v a l  reliability, wh ich were 
ba sed on the s t a tistic kappa (Hartmann, 1977), were 
c a l c u l a t e d  for all b e h a v i o r  totals; they ranged from .71 to 
1.00. The kappa s t a tistic was used b e c a u s e  it offers a 
control for c h a n c e  reliability. See Ta ble 2 for a summary 
of each b ehavior c l u s t e r ’s reli abi 1 i t.y .
Table 2.
R e l i a b i l i t y  E s t i m a t e s  of the Four O b s e r v e d  Be h a v i o r  
Categori es
B e h a v i o r  f luster
Ave r s i v e  Mo t h e r  
B e h a v i o r
A v e r s i v e  Child 
Rehavi or
Po s i t i v e  Mo t h e r  
Behavi or
P o s i t i v e  Child 
B e havior
R e l i a b i l i t y  of 
B e havior C l u s t e r s  
(Based on Se s s i o n  
t o t a l s )_____________
. 85
(.72 - 1.00) 
.88
(.75 - 1.00) 
.83
( .72 - 1 .00) 
. 85
( . 74 - 1 .00)
R e l i a b i l i t y  of 
B e h a v i o r  Cl u s t e r s  
(Based on interval- 
by interval 




( . 72 - 1.00)
.82
( .72 - 1.00)
.83
( . 73 - 1.00)
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R e s u l t s
As no ted by McC l a i n  A M c C l e a r y  (1979), when b e h a v i o r  is 
o b s e r v e d  r e p e a t e d l y  ove r time, the events cl o s e s t  to each 
ot h e r  in time tend to be correlated. This phe n o m e n o n  is 
known as Berial d e p e n d e n c y  or a u t ocorrelation. The presence 
of a u t o c o r r e l a t i o n  v i olates the a s s u m p t i o n  of independence 
of error v ariance (n ecessary for conventional statistical 
methods based on ord i n a r y  least squares). Therefore, 
a u t o c o r r e l a t i o n  should be e s t i m a t e d  before an a l y s e s  are 
performed. The level of a u t o c o r r e l a t i o n  in each f a m i l y ’s 
o b s e r v ational data was e s t i m a t e d  using the Phi coefficient  
(Guilford & Fruchter, 1978). This c o e f f i c i e n t  provides a 
m e a s u r e  of the degree to which a gi ven o b s e r v a t i o n  session 
c o r r e l a t e s  with the adjacent BessionB. The data revealed 
that there was not a significant level of a u t o c o r r e l a t i o n  
(Phi was not sig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  from zero). Thus, 
beh a v i o r  obs e r v e d  during a given session was not 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  with be h a v i o r  o c c u r r i n g  in adjacent 
sess i o n s .
However, the results should be interpreted cau t i o u s l y  
as the a nalyses d e s c r i b e d  be l o w  were c o n ducted with data 
c o l l a p s e d  across obse r v a t i o n s  and families. Although the 
a u t o c o r r e l a t i o n  di d  not appear to pose a threat to the 
a s s u m p t i o n  of inde pendence of error variance, the fact that 
the ana l y s e s  were c o nducted acro ss families may have 
introduced er r o r  that was not taken into ac c o u n t  by the
24
25
sta t i s t i c s  used. Th ese sta t i s t i c s  are t y p i c a l l y  used with 
individual subject data. See Table 3 for a su m m a r y  of 
d e s c r i p t i v e  s t a t i s i t i c s  on the variables across 
observati o n s .
M u l t i p l e  R e g r e s s i o n
M u l t i p l e  reg r e s s i o n  was used in or der to test the 
h y p o t h e s i s  that p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions c o u l d  be p r e dicted 
by MAC, CIC and DCBC scores. In order to m i n i m i z e  the 
e ffects of c o l l a p s i n g  data across families, the data were 
first s t a n d a r d i z e d  by c o v a r y i n g  out family differences.
This was done by bri n g i n g  all family observational data to a 
c onstant mean. Next, a Beries of four stepwise m u ltiple 
r e g r ession analyses was p e rformed on the transformed data 
using the four observed b e h a v i o r  categories as cri t e r i o n 
(dependent) variables. These c a t egories were A versive 
Mother Behavior, Aversive Child Behavior, Pos i t i v e  Mother 
Behavior, and P o sitive Child Behavior. The predictor  
(independent) var i a b l e s  were positive and n e g a t i v e  Daily 
Child B e havior C h e c k l i s t  (DCBC) scores, and MAC and CIC 
ratio scores. The MAC ratio score was obtained by dividing 
the number of neg a t i v e  items end o r s e d  by the total number of 
items for that day. In this way, the ratio p r ovided an 
est i m a t e  of the proportion of unpleasant to pleasant 
events. Similarly, the CIC ra t i o  was ob t a i n e d  by  dividing 
the number of da i l y  neg a t i v e  social c o ntacts by the total 
number of contacts.
lanje a.
D e s c r i p t i v e  Sta t i s t i c s  for V a r i a b l e s Across Observati
V a r i a b l e Mean
S t a n d a r d  
Devi ati on N
Oc c u r e n c e s  of 
A v e r s i v e  Child B e h a v i o r 19 .60 18.06 84
O c c u r e n c e s  of
A v e r s i v e  Parent Behavior 6,50 13.35 84
O c c u r e n c e s  of 
Pos i t i v e  Child B ehavior 11 .92 6.90 84
Occ u r e n c e s  of
Po s i t i v e  Parent Behavior 1 . 50 2.60 84
N e g a t i v e  DCBC Score 10.63 4 .94 84
P o s i t i v e  DCBC Score 11.93 4 .07 84
Neg a t i v e  Items on MAC - 10. 77 5.97 84
P o s i t i v e  Items on MAC 17 .07 8.02 84
Neg a t i v e  Items on CIC 1 .00 .92 84
Pos i t i v e  Items on CIC 2.22 2 .21 84
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A b seen in Ta b l e  4, the best model for p r e d i c t i n g  
A v e r s i v e  Mo t h e r  Be h a v i o r  inclu ded the MAC ratio score, CIC 
ratio score, and the neg a t i v e  b e h a v i o r  score from the DCBC, 
The MAC was the best p r e dictor of A v e r s i v e  M o t h e r  B e h a v i o r  
(F(l,76>, = 1.35 p < .001), acc o u n t i n g  for 14.6% of the 
v a r i a n c e  in this behavior. The next best p r e d i c t o r  was the 
CIC, (F(l,76) = 8.02, p  < .01), which increased the 
per c e n t a g e  of va r i a n c e  a c c o u n t e d  for to 22.7%, The final 
p r e d i c t o r  in the model was the ave r s i v e  DCBC score, (F(l,76) 
= 5.28, p  < .05). This model a c c o u n t e d  for 27.7% of the 
v a r i a n c e .
For Ave r s i v e  Child Behavior, the best p r e d i c t i o n  model 
included the MAC and CIC ratios. The CIC ratio was the best 
p r e d i c t o r  (F(l,77) = 9.70, p  < .01), acc o u n t i n g  for 11% of 
the variance, followed by the MAC ratio (F(l,77) = 5.14, p < 
.05). This model a c c o u n t e d  for a total of 18% of the 
variance in Ave r s i v e  Child Behavior.
The only p r edictor of Po s i t i v e  Mother B e h a v i o r  was the 
p o sitive score from the DCBC. This variable a c c o u n t e d  for 
7% of the v ariance (F(l,78) = 5.9, p < .05). Finally, for 
P o sitive Ch i l d  Behavior, the best model also included only 
one variable. This var i a b l e  was the CIC ratio, a c c o u n t i n g  
for 8.6% of the variance (F(l,78) = 7.37), p  < .01),
Table 4.
S u mmaries of S t epwise M u l t i p l e  R e g r e s s i o n  An a l y s e s  for Each 
of the Four B e h a v i o r  Clu s t e r s
A v e r s i v e  M o t h e r  B e h a v i o r
V a riable Beta Weight Partial R* Model R J F Value












Ove rall F value for this mo del = 9,70***
Av e r s i v e  Child Behnvi or









Overall F value for this model r 5.74**
P o s i t i v e  M o t h e r  Beh a v i o r
Variable Beta Weight Partial R* Model R* F Value
Pos DCBC !Score -.17 .07 .07 5 .9*
Positive Child B e h a v i o r
V a riable Beta W e i g h t  Partial R* Model RJ F Value
CIC Ratio 5.60 .09 .09 7.4**
* p < .05
** p < .01
*** p < .001
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Thusi the MAC and CIC serv ed as the best two p r e d i c t o r s  
for both A v e r s i v e  M o t h e r  B e h a v i o r  and A v e r s i v e  Ch ild 
Behavior, with the MA C  b e i n g  a b e t t e r  p r e d i c t o r  of m o t h e r s ’ 
b e havior and the CI C  being a better p r e d i c t o r  of the c h i l d ’s 
beha vior. For P o s i t i v e  M o t h e r  Behavior, the DCBC p o sitive 
b e h a v i o r  score served as the only significant predictor, 
while the CIC served as the onl y significant p r e d i c t o r  of 
Pos i t i v e  Ch i l d  Behavior.
Con d i t i o n a l  P r o b a b i l i t y  Analyses
The p urpose of these ana l y s e s  was to test the 
hyp o t h e s e s  that mothers* MAC and CIC scores were related to 
observed m o t h e r  and child behavior. To conduct the 
analyses, a series of 2 X 1 (Negative and Po s i t i v e  Days X 
Behavior) c o n t i n g e n c y  tabl es were set u p  for each of the 
four observed behaviors. In order to c o n s t r u c t  these 
matrices, days were c l a s s i f i e d  as either p ositive or 
neg a t i v e  a c c o r d i n g  to MAC and CIC scores. The m a t r i c e s  were 
used to d e t e r m i n e  conditional and unc o n d i t i o n a l  frequencies 
of the observed b e h a v i o r  on pos i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  days.
(See Ta b l e s  5 and 6).
The cri t e r i a  for p ositive and neg a t i v e  days was 
d e t e r m i n e d  with MAC and CIC ratios separa tely. The CIC 
cri t e r i a  was identical to that used in the study by Dumas 
(1986). A day was c l a s s i f i e d  as n e g a t i v e  if 2/3 (.66) or 
gre a t e r  of the m o t h e r s ’ extr a - f a m i l i a l  c o n t a c t s  were rated
Table 5.
C o n t i n g e n c y  Tables for C o m p u t i n g  C o n d i t i o n a l  Probabi 
Using MAC Cri t e r i a
A v e r s i v e  M o t h e r  B e h a v i o r
Ne g a t i v e  P o sitive
Day Day
O b s e r v e d  F r e q u e n c y  (All obs.) 402 68
Exp e c t e d  Fr e q u e n c y  254 216
Conditional P r o b a b i l i t y  .86 .11
Ex p e c t e d  P r o b a b i l i t y  .54 .46
Aversive Child B e h a v i o r
N e gative Pos i t i v e
Da y  Day
O bs e r v e d  F r e q u e n c y  863 458
E xp e c t e d  F r e quency 713 608
C o n d itional P r o b a b i l i t y  ,65 .35
Exp e c t e d  P r o b a b i l i t y  .54 ,46
P o s i t i v e  Mother Beh a v i o r
N e gative Po s i t i v e
Day Day
Obs e r v e d  F r e q u e n c y  57 41
Exp e c t e d  F r e q u e n c y  53 45
Conditional P r o b a b i l i t y  .58 ,42
Exp e c t e d  P r o b a b i l i t y  .54 .46
P o s i t i v e  Ch i l d  B e h a v i o r
N e gative P ositive
Day Day
O b served F r e q u e n c y  398 345
E x pected F r e q u e n c y  401 342
Conditional P r o b a b i l i t y  .53 .47











C o n t i n g e n c y  Tables for C o m p u t i n g  Conditional P r o b a b i l i t i e s  
Us i n g  CIC C r i t e r i a
A v e r s i v e  Mother Beh a v i o r
N e g a t i v e  P o sitive
Day Day
O b s e r v e d  F r e q u e n c y  326 156 Total
Expected F r e q u e n c y  154 328 482
Conditional P r o b a b i l i t y  .68 .32
E xpected P r o b a b i l i t y  .32 .68
A v e r s i v e  Child B e h a v i o r
Neg a t i v e  P o sitive
Day Day
O b s e r v e d  F r e q u e n c y  683 749 Total
E x p e c t e d  F r equency 458 974 1432
Conditional Prob a b i l i t y  .48 .52
Expected P r o b a b i l i t y  .32 .68
Po sitive Mother B e havior
N e g a t i v e  P ositive
Day Day
Ob s e r v e d  F r e q u e n c y  28 76 Total
E xpected F r equency 33 71 104
Conditional Pro b a b i l i t y  .27 .73
Exp e c t e d  P r o b a b i l i t y  .32 .68
Po s i t i v e  Child Beh a v i o r
Neg a t i v e  Positive
Day Day
O b s e r v e d  F r equency 348 497 Total
E x p e c t e d  F r equency 270 575 845
C o n d itional P r o b a b i l i t y  .41 .59
E x p e c t e d  P r o b a b i l i t y  .32 ,68
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as aversive; the day was po s i t i v e  if 1/3 (.33) or fewer of 
the c o n t a c t s  were aversive. If an o b s e r v a t i o n  c o u l d  not be 
cl e a r l y  c l a s s i f i e d  in this manner, it was e l i m i n a t e d  from 
the analyses. Eleven out of 84 o b s e r v a t i o n s  were e x cluded 
using this criteria.
The MAC c r i t e r i a  was B imilar to that of the CIC: a day 
was po s i t i v e  if .33 or fewer of the day's a c t i v i t i e s  were 
rated as aversive, whereas the day was n e g a t i v e  if .40 or 
g r e a t e r  of the d a y ’s a c t i v i t i e s  were rated as aversive. The 
cutoff of ,40 was cho s e n  for two reasons: first, it 
rep r e s e n t e d  scores which were gre a t e r  than the mean across 
families (indicating that days on wh ich the MAC ratio was 
greater than .40 were more u n p l e a s a n t  than average).
Second, this c r i t e r i a  all o w e d  days to be separated into 
fairly equal pleasant and u n p l e a s a n t  groups, w ithout  
ex cluding a s i g n i f i c a n t  amount of the data (19 out of 84 
day s were exc l u d e d  using thiB criteria).
F o llowing the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of dayB as neg a t i v e  or 
positive, a m o d i f i e d  z s t a tistic (Allison & Liker, 1982) was 
used to compare the con d i t i o n a l  frequencies of the b e havior 
(frequency with which that b e h a v i o r  occ u r r e d  on a n e gative  
or p o sitive day) with the frequencies that wo u l d  be exp e c t e d  
by chance. The exp e c t e d  f r e quency took into ac c o u n t  the 
frequency of p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  days. So, for example, a 
z score was c o m p u t e d  to d e t e r m i n e  wh e t h e r  the frequency of 
A v e r s i v e  Mot h e r  be h a v i o r  on a ne g a t i v e  d a y  was g r e a t e r  than
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would be e x p e c t e d  by chance, given the f r e q u e n c y  of positive 
and ne g a t i v e  days. The re sults of the z s t a tistics can be 
seen in Table 7.
Using the MAC cri t e r i a  for d e t e r m i n i n g  ne g a t i v e  and 
p o s i t i v e  days (see T a b l e  5), the exp e c t e d  p r o b a b i l i t y  for 
all n e g a t i v e  b e h a v i o r s  was .54, as this was the probabi 1 ity 
of the occ u r r e n c e  of a n e g a t i v e  day. Likewise, the expected 
p r o b a b i l i t y  of pos i t i v e  b e h a v i o r s  was .46. With this 
criteria, s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more Ave r s i v e  M o t h e r  and Child 
B e h a v i o r s  o c c u r r e d  on ne g a t i v e  days than w o u l d  be exp e c t e d  
given the frequency of n e gative days. Specifically, Mother 
A v e r s i v e  Beh a v i o r  occ u r r e d  86% of the time on a neg a t i v e  day 
(as com p a r e d  to an e x p e c t e d  p r o b a b i l i t y  of 54%); conver sely, 
only 14% of the time the b e h a v i o r  occ u r r e d  on a p ositive 
day. Kith regard to Ch ild A v e r s i v e  Behavior, this response 
occ u r r e d  65% of the time on n egative days, (whereas this 
b e h a v i o r  oc c u r r e d  35% of the time on pos i t i v e  days). Th e s e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  were sig n i f i c a n t  at the .001 level. No 
d i f f e r e n c e s  were found in the f r equency of p ositive 
behavi o r .
Using the CIC cr i t e r i a  for d e t e r m i n i n g  n e g a t i v e  and 
po s i t i v e  days (as Bhown in Ta ble 6), the exp e c t e d  
pr o b ability of all ne g a t i v e  days was .32 (.68 for p ositive 
days). Using this criteria, s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more Mo t h e r
Table 7.
Z S t a t i s t i c s  C o m p a r i n g  C o n d itional F r e q u e n c i e s  of the Four 
B e h a v i o r  Clusters
MAC C r i t e r i a
A v e r s i v e  D a i ' -------------------------- > Mother A v e r s i v e  Behavior
O b s e r v e d  f r equency = 402 
E x p e c t e d  f r equency = 254
z = 13.72***
A v e r s i v e  Day -------------------------- > Child A v e r s i v e  B e havior
O b s e r v e d  frequency = 863 
E x p e c t e d  f r equency = 713 
z = 8.31***
CIC C r i t e r i a
A versive D a y  > Mother A versive B e h a v i o r
O b s e r v e d  f r e quency = 326 
E x pected f r e quency = 154 
z = 16.70* **
A v ersive Day > Child A v e r s i v e  B e havior  
Ob s e r v e d  f r e quency = 683 
Ex p e c t e d  f r equency = 458 
z = 12.73***
*** p < .001
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A v e r s i v e  B e h a v i o r  and C h i l d  A v e r s i v e  B e h a v i o r  o c c u r r e d  on 
days c l a s s i f i e d  as n e g a t i v e  by the CIC than w o u l d  be 
ex p e c t e d  gi v e n  the f r e q u e n c y  of n e g a t i v e  days. For Mother 
Ave r s i v e  Behavior, the r e s p o n s e  oc c u r r e d  68% of the time on 
neg a t i v e  day s {as c o m p a r e d  to an e x p e c t e d  p r o b a b i l i t y  of 
32%). For Ch i l d  Av e r s i v e  Behavior, 49% of the time this 
b e h a v i o r  o ccurred on a n e g a t i v e  day {52% on pos i t i v e  days). 
These z scores were s i g n i f i c a n t  at the .001 level. Again, 
no d i f f e r e n c e s  were found for p o sitive behaviors. 
Cor r e l a t i o n a l  A nalyses
C o r r e l a t i o n a l  ana l y s e s  w e r e  con d u c t e d  in or d e r  to test 
the s e condary h y p o t h e s e s  r e g a r d i n g  mothers' self report of 
their child's da i l y  b e h a v i o r  as m e a s u r e d  by the Da i l y  Child 
B e h a v i o r  C h e c k l i s t  (DCBC). A c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r i x  was 
c o n s t r u c t e d  us i n g  the f o llowing 8 variables: the four 
o b s e r v e d  b e h a v i o r  tota ls (Aversive Mo t h e r  Behavior, Ave r s i v e 
Child Behavior, P o s i t i v e  Mother Behavior, and P ositive Child 
Behavior), n e gative and p o s i t i v e  DCBC scores, the MAC ratio, 
and the CIC ratio. B o n f e r r o n i ' s  p r o cedure was used to 
control the family-wise e x p e r i m e n t  error rate. The a v ersive 
and p ositive o b s e r v e d  b e h a v i o r  c a t e g o r i e s  di d  not c o r r e l a t e 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  as e x pected with m o t h e r s ’ rep o r t e d  child 
b e h a v i o r  (measured by the DCBC B c o r e s ) as expected.
However, the A v e r s i v e  Ch i l d  and M o t h e r  B e h a v i o r  were 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  with both the MAC a n d  the CIC 
scores. Ave r s i v e  M o t h e r  B e h a v i o r  c o r r e l a t e d  p o s i t i v e l y  with
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the MAC ratio (r = .38, £  < .01) and the CIC ratio (r = .36, 
P  < .01). A v e r s i v e  Ch i l d  B e h a v i o r  also c o r r e l a t e d  
p o s i t i v e l y  with the MAC ratio (r = .28, p  < .05) and the CIC 
ratio (r = .33, p  < .01). A dditionally, M o t h e r  A v e r s i v e  and 
Ch i l d  A v e r s i v e  B e h a v i o r  were very h i g h l y  c o r r e l a t e d  (r =
.76, p < .001). The M A C  and CIC scores were not 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  with each other.
Thus, while o b s e r v e d  b e h a v i o r  totals we r e  not 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  c o r r e l a t e d  wit h m o t h e r s ’ self - r e p o r t  scores, 
they were c o r r e l a t e d  with scores on the MAC and CIC.
A v ersive Mo t h e r  and Ch i l d  B e h a v i o r  were also s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
correlated. Al t h o u g h  the MAC and CIC were both c o r r e l a t e d  
with obs e r v e d  behavior, they were not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
c o r r e l a t e d  with each other.
Di scussion
The literature has shown that neg a t i v e  and p ositive 
set ting events have a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with 
sub s e q u e n t  p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions. However, moB t studies 
in v e s tigating this r e l a t i o n s h i p  (Dumas, 1986; Patterson, 
1982; Wahler, 1980) used instruments which were not 
e m p i r i c a l l y  d e v e l o p e d  or validated, Kelley k Carper (in 
press) d e v e l o p e d  an e m p i r i c a l l y  c o n s t r u c t e d  m e a s u r e  of 
m o t h e r s ’ da i l y  events; however, this measure had not been 
used to investigate the r e l a t i o n s h i p  bet w e e n  setting event s 
and ob s e r v e d  p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions. Therefore, the 
purpose of this study was to s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  investigate the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a v ariety of mothers' reported settinc 
events and observed p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions on a daily 
bas i s .
This study examined the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the 
M o t h e r s ’ A c tivity C h e cklist (MAC), the C o m m u n i t y  Interaction 
C h e cklist (CIC), the Daily Ch ild B e havior Checklist (DCBC) 
and direct o b s e rvations of m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions. The 
MAC is a measure of a variety of m o t h e r s ’ pleasant and 
unpleasant da ily events, while the CIC m easures m o t h e r s ’ 
e x tra-familial contacts. The DCB C is a p a r e n t -report 
measure of a c h i l d ’s pos i t i v e  and ne g a t i v e  da i l y  behavior. 
Several hyp o t h e s e s  were tested; it was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  wo uld be found between mothers' scores on both 
the MAC and the CIC and observed parent child interactions.
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It was also h y p o t h e s i z e d  that reported child b e h a v i o r  as 
measured by the DCBC wo u l d  cor r e l a t e  p o s i t i v e l y  with both 
observed child b e h a v i o r  and the MAC and CIC scores.
Finally, it was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that the nature of observed 
p a r e n t - r h i l d  interactions could be p r e dicted by the MAC, CIC 
and DCBC.
Results indicated that, as hy pothesized, there was a 
strong r e l a t i o n s h i p  bet w e e n  mothers* reported daily  
ac t ivities (as measured by the MAC and CIC) and subsequent 
mo t h e r-child interactions. Specifically, the MAC and CIC 
scores served as significant pre d i c t o r s  of the aversive 
be h a v i o r  of the mothers and their children. The MAC score 
provided the best p r edictor of Mother Ave r s i v e  Behavior, 
while the CIC provid«?d the best pr e d i c t o r  of Ch i l d  A v ersive 
Behavior. The CIC also serv ed as a p r edictor of Positive 
Child Behavior. Additionally, s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more Avers ive 
Mother and Ch ild B e haviors occurred on days c l a s s i f i e d  as 
negative us ing either MAC or CIC cri t e r i a  than on days 
classified as positive. Using the MAC and CIC as criteria 
to classify days as positive or n e gative did not 
s ignificantly predict the occurrence of Po s i t i v e  Mother or 
Child Behavior.
Thus, as predicted, mothers' daily events as reported 
on the MAC were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r elated to the av e r s i v e 
behavior of both mother and child. In addition, the nature 
of mothers* interactions with extra-familial c o n t a c t s  during
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the day were related to mother and ch i l d  a v e r s i v e  behavior. 
Specifically, when m o t h e r s ’ e x p e r i e n c e d  a n e g a t i v e  day, 
either in terms of genera] da i l y  events or sp e c i f i c  social 
contacts, both she and her ch i l d  were more likely to behave 
in an av e r s i v e  way toward one another. These findings 
sup port those obtained e l s e w h e r e  r e garding social contacts 
with insular mothers, and confirm the hyp o t h e s i s  generated 
by the present study in terms of mothers' general da ily 
events (Dumas, 1986, Kahler, 1980).
The results of the present study p rovide further 
supporl for the validity of the MAC as a m e a s u r e  of m o t h e r s ’ 
d a i l y  set ting events. In the original study, Kelley &
Carper (in press) found that mothers of chi l d r e n  with 
b e havior problems e x p e r i e n c e d  sign i f i c a n t l y  more negat ive 
events as m e asured by the MAC. The present study confirms 
the hyp o t h e s i s  that these se tting events as mea s u r e d  by the 
MAC can be used to predict mother and child a v e r s i v e  
behavior on a da i l y  basis. In addition, the MAC served as a 
better p r edictor than the CIC with regard to M o t h e r  Ave r s i v e  
Behavior, the key variable of interest in the setting event 
literature. Futu re studies may further est a b l i s h  the 
validity of the MAC; for- example, it would be interesting to 
c ompare clini cal and nonclinical samples with regard to 
daily MAC scores and m o t h e r - c h i 1d interactions.
Additionally, some of the m e t h o d ological l i m i tations of the 
present study might be a d d r e s s e d  by c o n d u c t i n g  a s imiliar
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study using more than 7 families over man y o b s e r v a t i o n s  (so 
that data wo u l d  not hav e to be c o l l a p s e d  over families).
Most studies i nvestigating the effects of setting  
events on p a r e n t - c h i l d  interactions have focused on mothers* 
responses to these setting events. For example, Kelley & 
C arper (in press) found that mothers of c hildren with 
behavior pro b l e m s  e x p e r i e n c e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more negative 
events as me a s u r e d  by the MAC. It was hypo t h e s i z e d  in this 
study that n pgative events and reported child behavior 
problems may be cor r e l a t e d  due to the m o t h e r s ’ overall 
negative view of their lives. The same hyp o t h e s i s  could be 
offered in the present study.
S up p o r t i n g  this hyp o t h e s i s  iB an interesting 
correlational finding that m o t h e r s ’ report of their c h i l d ’s 
b ehavior (as mea s u r e d  by the DCBC) did not co r r e l a t e  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  with the c h i l d ’s observed b e h a v i o r  for that 
day's session; however, the DCBC scores were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
correlated with mothers' MAC and CIC scores. It would seem 
that the m o t h e r s ’ reported daily events were better 
indicators of how they re p o r t e d  the c h i l d ’s b e h a v i o r  for 
that day than of the observed b e havior of the child. This 
finding may indicate that m others do not a c c u r a t e l y  
d i s c r i m i n a t e  between positive and negative beh a v i o r  in their 
child, or that they perceive the c h i l d ’s beh a v i o r 
d i f f e r e n t l y  d e p e n d i n g  on other setting events. Another 
possibility may be that the DCBC does not m e a s u r e  daily
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child beh a v i o r  which is r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of the "goodness" or 
"badness" of the c h i l d ’s b e h a v i o r  during the day. It may be 
that the c h i l d r e n  in this study exh i b i t e d  ne g a t i v e  (or 
positive) beh a v i o r s  which wer e not c o n t a i n e d  on the 
checklist and t h erefore were unreported. Of course, it is 
a 1 so pos s i b l e  that the beh a v i o r  of the child during the 
o b s e r v a t i o n  was not n e c e s s a r i l y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of the rating 
period used to c o m p l e t e  the DCBC. However, b e c a u s e  seven 
famil ies were obs e r v e d  for 12 sessions, over a period of a 
month or more, it is u n likely that the child's r e a c tivity to 
the obs e r v e r  would e xplain this finding. Future research 
a dd r e s s i n g  the r e p r e s e n t a t i v e n e s s  of observed child behavior 
and tli*1 reliability of the DCBC would be important to fully 
und e r s t a n d  these results.
Tt is also interesting to note that the MAC and CIC 
scores were not sig n i f i c a n t l y  correlated with one another; 
therefore, they seem to be m e a s u r i n g  d i f f e r e n t  aspects of 
m o t h e r s ’ daily events. Both the MAC and CIC seem to be 
m e a s u r i n g  factors that are important with regard to setting 
events and m o t h e r - c h i l d  interactions. However, 
extra-familial social contacts as a single variable were not 
as powerful as a v ariety of daily events in predicting 
mothers' aversive- b ehavior with their chil dren. Because 
social c o n t a c t s  are only a subset of da i l y  events experience 
by mothers, it appears that the MAC may be a b e t t e r  measure 
of o v e r a 11 setting events.
12
A finding of par t i c u l a r  interest in the present study 
was the fact that the c h i l d ’s ob s e r v e d  b e h a v i o r  was 
s ig n i f i c a n t l y  r elated to the m o t h e r s ’ reported daily 
events. In particular, the CIC was more powerful than the 
MAC in p r e d i c t i n g  the chi Id's a versive and po s i t i v e  behavior 
toward h is/her mother. Kith regard to ave r s i v e  behavior, it 
may be that the child was r e s ponding to n egative cues from 
his mo t h e r  as a result of her having a neg a t i v e  day.
A n o t h e r  p o s s ibility would be that the child w i t n e s s e d  or 
espe r i e n c e d  some of the da i l y  events that h i s / h e r  mother 
reported, thus causing him to have a "negative" day as 
well. S u p p o r t i n g  these h y p o t h e s e s  is the fin ding that 
mother and child ave r s i v e  b e h a v i o r  were very highly 
correlated. Gi ven that the CIC was a str o n g e r  p r e d i c t o r  of 
the c h i l d ’s behavior, it is r e a sonable to suspect that if 
the child i_s w i t n e s s i n g  the mothers* da ily events, social 
contacts may be a more salient stimulus for h im/her than a 
event such as an a p pliance b r e a k i n g  down. An interesting 
area of future research would be to investigate the c h i l d ’s 
per c e p t i o n  of da ily events, and how they relate to his 
ob s e r v e d  behavior, and that of his mother.
These findings should be interpreted with c a u t i o n  due 
to several m e thodological issues. A causal r e l a t i o n s h i p  was 
not e s t a b l i s h e d  b etween mothers' reported events and their 
observed b e h a v i o r  or the b e h a v i o r  of their children. 
Therefore, firm c o n c l u s i o n s  r e garding the c a u s a l i t y  of
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m o t h e r s ’ da i l y  events and b e h a v i o r  cannot be made. 
Additio nally, it is important to note that the ana l y s e s  that 
were used are not t y p ically applied to data c o l lapsed across 
groups. Although the a bsence of a u t o c o r r e l a t i o n  suggested 
that the v i o lations of the a s s u m p t i o n  of the independence of 
er ror variance may be minimal, further research aimed at 
testing the robustness of these statistics under these 
con d i t i o n s  wo uld be required before c o n c l u s i o n s  could l»e 
definite.
In conclusion, although the findings of this study must 
be interpreted with c aution due to the m ethodologieal 
limitations outlined above, the results appear to support 
the h y p o thesis that setting events as me a s u r e d  by the MAC 
and the CTC serve as p r e dictors of av e r s i v e  mother and child 
behavior. Specifically, the MAC was the best p r edictor of 
aversive mother behavior, wh i l e  the CIC served as a belter 
p r edictor of child behavior. Interestingly, these setting 
events were more strongly ass o c i a t e d  with child b e havior 
than mother report, and a significant r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
mother aversive behavior- and a v e r s i v e  child be h a v i o r  was 
demonstrated. Finally, the setting events m e a s u r e d  by the 
MAC ap p e a r e d  to be different from the Betting events 
measured by the CIC, although both mea s u r e s  were important 
with rega rd to p r e d i c t i n g  o b s e r v e d  mother and c h i l d  aversive 
behavi o r .
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The following is • Hat of activities that awy ha experienced 
by parents. This list contains both pleasant and unpleasant itean.
For each itea you will be ashed to Indicate whether or not tha event 
oceured within tha LAST 24 HOURS, and how pleasant or unpleasant 
each event that did occur was. A pleasant activity le one that la 
pleasant, enjoyable or rewarding. An unpleasant activity is one that Is 
averslve, unpleasant or punishing. There le no right or wrong 
answer.
EXAMPLE:
1. Going to tha doctor. __________ 1 ' 2
very neutral very
unpleasant pleasant
If you did go to the doctor within the last 24 hours, you would put 
a check t^> in the blank. Then you would rate the activity on 
pleasantness froa 1 (very unpleasant) to 7 (very pleasant) with a 






1. Being affectionate with my apouae. 1 2 4 3 6 7
unjffH ■ent neutral *TUe.n
2. Laughing. 1 2 4 3 6 7
3. Looking attractive. 1 2 4 5 6 7
4. Having something break. 1 2 4 3 6 7
5. Seeing My child learn aomething 1 2 4 3 6 7
new.
6. Losing something. I 2 4 5 6 7
7. Not accoMpllahing mom*thing 1 1 2 4 5 6 7
wanted to do.
S. Not getting enough sleep or not 1 2 4 3 6 7
sleeping well.
9. Making love. 1 2 4 5 6 7
10. Playing with a pet. I 2 4 5 6 7
11. Spending extra time with my spouse. 1 2 4 5 6 7








13. Finishing a chore. 1 2 4 3 6 7
14. Being complimented (by someone 1 2 4 5 6 7
other than my spouse).
13. Getting affection from my child 1 2 4 5 6 7
(expressions of love, hugs, 6 kisses).
16. Having an unpleasant phone call. 1 2 4 3 6 7
17. Having privacy or time for myself. 1 2 4 5 6 7
IS. Spending time with children. 1 2 4 5 6 7
19. Having problems at work. 1 2 4 3 6 7
20. Having trouble gettinn mvaelf readv 1
t
2 4 3 6 7
in the morning (i.e. getting a run in my host).
21. Having my child do something for 1 2 4 3 6 7
him/herself (ex. getting dressed).






23• Arguing with a family member or 
friend.
24. Reeding with my child.
25. Making a new friend.
26. Staying hone when 1 want to be out.
27. Knowing that ny child la doing well 
in achool.
26. Learning that something bad has
happened to a friend or relative.
29. Seeing roaches or peats In ny hone.
30. Visiting with relatives,









1 2 331. Having ny child do something without 
having to be told (cleaning up, homework, ate.)
32. Watching an unpleasant T.V. show. _______ 1 2  3
33. Having to do an errand when 1 don't 
want to.
34. Being late or having to rush.
35. Hearing my child cry.
36. Taking a relaxing bath or shower.
37. Sticking to my diet.
38. Spending time with friends.
39. Putting my child to bed when s/he 
doesn't want to go.
40. Forgetting something.
41. Working on a hobby.
42. Cottlng out of the houee to do 
something 1 enjoy.











































45. Having things go wall at work. —
46. Exercising or dancing. __
47. Taking a walk, __
46. Unpleasant driving (bad traffic, 
long distance, bad weather, etc.).
49. Having sy children fight. —
50. Preparing a good meal. —
51. Helping someone. —
52. Having my child eat properly. --
53. Being lied to. *— "
54. Being criticized by a friend or *~"
relative.
55. Having my spouse help with disciplining
or caring for the children.
56. Being nagged by my children.___________
57. Having my spouse not help enough ___
around the house.
58. Watching a good T.V. show._____________
59. Not having enough swney to buy the ___
things we need.
60. Finding out some good news.____________
61. Having my child not cooperate with ___
something s/he has to do.
62. Having my child tell me about aone- ---
thing good that happened to bar/him.
63. Having my child embarrass me in ---
public.
64. Knowing that a family member is ---
•lek or hurting,
65. Arguing with my spouse,________________
 1 _  2 3 4 5 6 7
u n m e a n t  Mutrml J f f U . a n t
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6. 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6___7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6___7
1 2 3 4 5 6___7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6___7





6?. Not having privacy or tim Cor 
myself.
68. Going to church.
69. Having ay child dlaobay m .
70. Having aoMone break a proalae.
71. Enjoying a good seal at hoae.
72, Receiving a favor froa aoMone.
73. Being around rude or unpleasant 
people.
74. Reading.
75. Having ay spouee do soaething nice 
for ae,
76. Uolng or saying something stupid in 
the presence of others.
77. Having a good conversation.
78. Expressing ay love to someone.
79. Being asked for ay advice.
80. Doing s o m thing poorly or making 
a mistake.
81. Looking unattractive.
82. Being left out or ignored.
83. Amusing people.
84. Having ay chi 
public.
in
85. Having my spouse Ignore the children.
86. Having a good idea or solving a 
problem.
87. Eating a Mai 1 don't enjoy.


























4 5 6 7
neutral
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4___5 6 ___7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
neutral
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7
4 5 6 7





89, Hot being able to spend tine with 
people I care about.
90. Having to pay an expensive bill.
91. Comp1leanting someone.
92. Being relaxed.
91. Having ay spouse ignore me when I 
am talking.
94. .Having too much to do.
95. Hearing something good about a 
friend or family member.
96. Being criticised or nagged by my 
spouse.
97. Being interupted.
98. Having someone criticize my child 
or another family member.
99. Being taken for granted by my 
spouse.
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Appendix E 
Standardized Observation Codes; Revised 
This coding system is a revision of the system developed by Wahler, House 
and Stambaugh (1976). The present system, like the old one, is designed to 
sample real life interchanges between a selected child and that Child's adult 
and peer associates. The system was established through observations in home 
settings, particularly those in which one child was designated as emotionally 
disturbed because of conduct problems (agressive and rule violations). Thus, 
the coding procedures to be described are primarily useful in assessing this 
sort of child as that child interacts at home with his or her parents and sib­
lings. Proper use of these codes requires that the observer also understands 
some specific operational procedures.
A. Conditions for the Home Observation Setting. Even disturbed children are 
unlikely to produce their problem behavior continuously. On the contrary, it 
appears that their problem actions are specific to certain stimulus conditions 
within the family setting. For example, the oppositional-aggressive child may 
be most likely to whine, nag and hit others in free play with a sibling, when 
asked to pick up his or her toys, or when the parents try to talk together 
about non child related matters. Before an observation Is initiated, these 
setting conditions must be specified. The specification is determined by some­
one already familiar with the family problems (a clinician). It is up to the 
observer to find out from the clinician Just what the setting conditions are 
and than to remind the parents to establish these conditions prior to the start 
of each observation. There are some setting conditions that apply to all fami­
lies: Only family members and the observer should be In the house; parents,
siblings and the target child should usually be in visual presence of one 
another; all observations are conducted inside the house; all television sets 
must be turned off.
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B. Observer Relationship with Family Members. We would expect the observer to 
develop friendship relationships with the family members. Before the formal ob­
servation begins and after the observation and interview period ends, the observer 
is free to chat. However, we must insist that the observer not offer advice on 
dealing with family problems. If asked, the observer should always direct the 
questioner to the clinician in charge. Once the setting conditions have been
met and the observer is ready to begin using the codes, there is no relationship 
between observer and family members. If approached by family members, the ob­
server must be unresponsive far the entire 30 minutes of the observation period. 
After the completion of this period, the observer now becomes interviewer, ask­
ing the parents separately about information required to complete the cover sheet 
of the SOC form and the Community Interaction Checklist. These two Interview 
tasks will be described later in your training. Typically, the SOC observation 
and the interview format will together require about one hour. After the inter­
views are completed, the observer may again become Informal with family members.
C. Rules in the Use of All Observation Codes. The observer must always be 
equipped with a portable audio tape player containing a pre-recorded 30 minute 
tape. This tape announces, through earphone, consecutive 15 second time inter­
vals. There are 120 such intervals. During each Interval, the observer must
decide which of the codes (to be described later) actually apply to the
target child and his or her interaction associates. The coding sheets are ar­
ranged into 120 rows and each row represents one 15 second interval. It is im­
portant that you use theae rows in sequence, so that every interval number as 
announced on the audio tape will match up with its corresponding row number.
The columns on the coding sheets represent the codes. Thus, each sheet 
is separated into J3. columns and the code abbreviation is listed in each column.
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D. The Code. The 12 code categories are divided into 3 groups: I state 
category, 5 child categories, and 6 parent/sibling categories. The state 
category is Present{ it Is designed to indicate who is in the room during 
each interval. The child categories represent behaviors that the child 
engages in, and each of these behaviors (except Child Behavior-Negative) 
are directed toward another person. This person will be Indicated on the 
score sheet. The parent/sibling categories represent behaviors that the 
parents or siblings engage in. These behaviors are directed toward the 
target child, and the person engaging in the behavior is indicated on 
the score sheet.
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1. Present - P
Definition; This category Is scored when either the mother, father, 
sibling, or all three are In the room with the child. The person 
in the room will be distinguished on the coding sheet.
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2. Compliance - C
A. Definition: This category la scored for any Instance of compliance
with an instruction from an adult during an Interval. Scoring In 
subsequent intervals depends on whether the instruction specifies a 
discrete act ("Bring me the newspaper”) or an act of Indefinite 
length ("Get going on your homework."). In the latter case, C is 
scored for each interval in which there is an Instance of compliance, 
whether or not the task is done to completion. Compliance with the 
in-setting rule system is not scored compliance (e.g., not breaking 
windows; doing schoolwork In the absence of an Instruction.)
The parent to whom the child complies (mother or father) will be 
distinguished on the coding sheet.
B. Scorable instances of compliance;
1. Child empties waste baskets after being asked to do so.
2. Mother tells child to bring her an ashtray. After several inter­
vals of ignoring her (opposition), he does so. (Score C in last 
interval).
3. Mother tells child to start drawing. He does so for 5 seconds 
then stops. (Score C, as he did comply, though he did not follow 
through).
C. Instances not scorable as compliance:
1. Mother tells child: "You'd better be good now." Child smiles at 
her and continues to work on a puzzle.
2. Father asks child what he did in school. Child: "Well, 1 got
a hundred on my spelling test." (Both of these instances specify 
several possible acts of compliance).
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3. Non compliance - NC
A. Definition: This category is scored for non-compliance with 
instructions imposed by adults. Any Instance of non compliance 
to any instruction given during the observation is scored NC.
It is scored from the time non compliance begins and through­
out subsequent intervals until a)the child complies with the 
Instruction, b) a new instruction is given, or c) the setting 
changes. A setting change is any event that effectively 
nullifies the instruction. If the parent orders hla child to 
pick up a game from the floor, then as the game is picked up 
the setting has changed such that the instruction no longer 
applies. This would be the case if the parent picked up the 
game— as soon ss it is cleared away it becomes impossible
for the child to comply or non comply, and scoring with respect 
to this instuction is terminated. The person with whom the 
child non complies will be distinguished on the coding sheet.
B. Scorable Instances of NC:
1. Child ignors mother's command to stop playing and come 
to dinner.
2. Mother to child: "Stop singing so loud." Child continues 
to sing loudly.
C. Instance not scorable as NC:
1. Mother ashs child if he would like to help set the table. 
Child says no. (The mother has specified several possible 
acts of compliance; either yes or no is a compliance^
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4. Child Attention, neutral or positive - CA
A. Definition; This category is scored for any positive or 
neutral attention given by the target child t̂ > another 
person (sibling or paranT). This category Includes 
neutral conversation and attention; it also includes any 
positive interactions such as smiling, affectionate words 
and active affective physical contact (such as kissing or 
hugging). The person to whom the child is directing attention 
(siother, father, or sibling) will be distinguished on the 
coding sheet.
B. Scorable instances of CA:
1. The subject's Bister asks him to hand her a book.
The subject does so and smiles at her
2. Mother says: "What did you do today?" Child: "I played 
with Tommy."
C. Instances not scorable as CA:
1. Child hits sibling Sibling screams and hits back.
(Score CA-, PA-)
2. Mother asks child what time it is. Child ignors 
mother. (Score only PA)
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. Child Attention, negative - CA-
A. Definition: Thia category la scored for any negative attention given by
the child to another adult or sibling In the setting. This Includes
critical or aversive verbal remarks, and negative physical contact 
initiated by the child toward another person (such as hitting, pushing, 
or kicking another person).
The person toward whom the negative attention is directed (mother, father 
or sibling) will be distinguished on the coding sheet.
B. Scorable instances of CA-:
1. Child screams at mother, "Get away from me; 1 hate you.'*
2. Child hits sibling and screams at her.
3. Child kicks mother.
C. Instances not scorable as CA-:
1. Child and sibling are play wrestling on the floor; child screams
"Ow, you*re killing me" and laughs.
2. Child says to mother, laughing, "You're crazy." (This is not a serious 
remark.)
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6. Child Behavior, negative - CB
A. Uefinltlon: This category Is scored for any negative or averaive 
behavior performed by the target child, which would not be regarded
as negative attention. This Includes destruction of property, throwing 
of objects, making loud noises, or any other averaive behavior not 
directed toward another person specifically.
B. Scorable instances of CB:
1, Child grabs a magazine and begins to rip the pages out.
2, Child beats loudly on table.
3, Child teases a pet. I.e. pull's cat's tail.
C. Instances not scorable as CB:
1. Child tells sibling "You are stupid." (Score CA-)
2. Mother gives child an instruction and child tantrums. (Score IA, NC, CA-)
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7. Parent or Sibling Attention, neutral or positive - PA
A. Definition; This category la scored for any positive or
or neutral attention given b£ the mother, father or sibling 
to the target child. This category includes neutral convsatlon 
or attention; It also Includes any positive interactions such
as smiling, affectionate words and active affective physical
contact (such as hugging or kissing). The person giving the 
attention (mother, father or sibling) will be distinguished 
on the coding sheet.
B. Scorable Instances of FA:
i; Child to mother: "What's for dlnnerT" Mother: "Pork
chops.” (Score CA, PA)
2. Child and sibling look at each other. (Score CA, PA)
C. Instances not scorable as PA:
1. Child looks at father; father reads the paper and ignors 
child (Score only CA)
2. Mother yells at child: "You are such a bratt" (Score PA-)
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8. Parent or Sibling Attention, negative - PA"
A. Definition; This category la scored for any negative attention 
given b jr  a parent or sibling to the target child. Tlila in­
cludes critical or averaive verbal remarks, and negative 
physical contact Initiated by another person toward the child 
(such as hitting, pushing, or kicking). The person directing 
the negative attention toward the child (mother, father or 
sibling) will be distinguished on the coding sheet.
B. Scorable Instances of PA-;
1.' Child yells at mother; mother hits child. (Score CA-, PA-)
2. Sibling screams at child; child only looks at sibling. 
(Score CA, PA-)
C. Instances not scorable as PA-;
1. Mother laughs and says to child: "You are so mean." (This 
is not a serious remark.)
2. Child hits sibling; sibling runs away. (Score only CA-)
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9. Instruction* Non-Averslve - IA
A. Definition! This category is scored for direct commands (imperatives:
e.g., "Do this!") and indirect commands sometimes expressed as a 
a question (interrogatives: e.g.* "Will you come here7")
directed to the subject by an adult. Host questions would not be 
coded as instructions in ae much as they do not specify an act of 
compliance. ("Do you want some toast!" Either yes or no could be 
acceptable answers.) Ambiguous commands both direct and indirect 
are not scored as Instructions for the same reason. ("Be nice!"
The statement does not specify the action required.) The Instruction 
must designate an obvious referent ("Pick up your shoe") or class of 
referents. Multiple instructions may occur in any interval as long 
as they refer to specific acts of compliance. Parent giving the 
Instructor (mother or father) will be distinguished on the coding 
sheet.
B. Instances scorable as IA :
1. Hother: "Please empty the wastebasket."
2. Father: "You'd better do your homework now."
3. Mother: "Will you please go get mother's scissorB?"
C. Instances not scorable as IA
1. Mother: "Do you want some more toast?" (Not a command.)
2. Father: "Will somebody please close the window?" (Not to the
child directly.)
3. Mother: "You be a good boy now." (Ambiguous.)
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Instruction, Averslve - LA-
A. Definition; This category is scored in the same manner as non-aversive
instruction, but it is judged as averslve because of the content of 
the instruction, the voice quality of the speaker, and/or the assertive 
behavior of the speaker. Parent giving the instruction (mother or
father) will be distinguished on the coding sheet.
B. General Use:
a. Definition of averslve;
a) Averslve because of content:
1) The instruction contains a threat of punishment or unpleasant 
consequences to the child. ("Stop that or you'll go to your 
room!")
-2) The instruction contains ridicule ("You can't do anything 
right, give me that pencil.")
b) Averslve because of voice quality:
1) The Instruction is spoken loudly or shouted.
2) The instruction is spoken in a "threatening" tone of voice,
which may be high-pitched or low and measured as if the 
speaker is exercising control.
c) Averslve because of behavior of the speaker:
1) The instruction is accompanied by grabbing the child, push­
ing the child aside, striking him, grabbing the objects con­
cerned, etc. (If child is struck, grabbed, or pushed, also 
score P-)
d) If the observer Judges any of the above criteria as mock or
playful, the Instance is not considered averslve.
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II. Time Out - TO
A. Definition: The term "time out" means time out from rein­
forcement. The child Is moved from a situation that Is 
reinforcing the problem behavior to one that la not at all 
reinforcing. This category la scored If a child is sent to 
tiate out during the course of the observation, and Is scored 
continually as long as the child remains in time out.
B. Scorable instance of time out:
1. Hother tells child to go to time out, and child complies 
. immediately.
C. Instance not scorable as TO:
1. Mother sends child to time out. He Ignores the instruction 
and continues what he Is doing. (The instruction itself 
does not constitute time out. Time out does not begin until 
the child has left the setting; Score 1A or 1A- and NC).
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12. Response Cost - RC
A. Definition: This category is scored when « parent takes away
a possession or privilege In response to the targe child's
behavior. The parent nay take a toy or object away from the 
child, or deny the child a privilege such as watching T.V.
The peraon lasulng the response cost (mother or father) will 
be distinguished on the coding sheet.
0. Scorable instances of RC:
1. Child non complies to an instruction; mother tells him
that he may not watch T.V. that evening. (Score 1A, NC, A RC)
2. Child and sibling fight over child's doll; mother takes 
doll away. (Score CA-, PA-, RC)
C. Instances not scorable as RC:
1. Child gives sibling his toy (without instuction from parent). 
(Score CA)
2. Child turns off T.V. (without being asked by a parent).
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